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SUBJECT: Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts in
the U.S. Pacific Command (U) (Report No. 91-109)

(U) This is our final report on the Audit of DoD's Support
to Drug Interdiction Efforts in the U.S. Pacific Command. This
audit, a segment of the overall Audit of DoD's Support to
U.S. Drug Interdiction Efforts, was made from January through
August 1990. The objectives of this segment of the audit were to
evaluate the support that the U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM)
provided the law enforcement community in the areas of detection
and monitoring, loans of equipment, training, and operational
support. We also evaluated the role of the Bawaii National Guard
to determine if the support it provided to the law enforcement
agencies was adequate and met the intent of Congress. Separate
reports have been issued on other segments of the audit and the
overall results of our review of the support provided by DoD to
the U.S. Drug Interdiction Program.

(U) 1In FY 1989, Congress mandated the initial funding of
$300 million for DoD's counternarcotics efforts. In FY 1990,
funding for counternarcotics had increased to $877.6 million,
which includes $450 million mandated by Congress and
$427.6 million appropriated for normal DoD operations that also
benefited the counternarcotics effort.

(U) The audit showed that overall, USPACOM has aggressively
implemented its counternarcotics mission in the Pacific region.
The emphasis placed on this new mission was demonstrated by the
commander in Chief, USPACOM, when he identified counternarcotics
as the USPACOM's "number one peacetime mission." USPACOM has
displayed a strong commitment to eliminate drug smuggling in the
Pacific region, Bowever, our audit identified problems in
USPACOM's counternarcotics program. The results of the audit are
summarized in the following paragraphs, and the details, audit
recommendations, and management comments are in Part II of this

report.

The Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5) mission in Alameda,
california, duplicates counternarcotics capabilities at other




USPACOM activities and creates unnecessary operational overhead.
Furthermore, the location of JTF-5 in California does not allow
it to provide optimum support to the law enforcement community.
As a result, initial start-up costs of more than $3.2 million for
JTF-5 in FY 1989 and $5.1 million in FY 1990 were unnecessarily
incurred, and more than $15.8 million was programmed for JTF-5 in
FY 1991 through FY 1995 that could be used more productively for
counternarcotics efforts in other areas. In addition, the
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics
information. We recommended that JTF-5 be disestablished and
that USPACOM, in coordination with the law enforcement agencies,
establish liaison offices as a means of providing responsive and
more efficient support to the law enforcement community.
Additionally, we recommended that the intelligence functions for
counternarcotics be incorporated into the existing Drug
Enforcement Agency's El Paso Intelligence Center and provisions
be made for future support of the National Drug Intelligence
Center (page 5).

(U) The use of ships and aircraft for dedicated
counternarcotics operations in the USPACOM area of responsibility
was ineffective. More than $23 million was programmed for the
operations of the dedicated assets in FY 1989. We recommended
that dedicated counternarcotics operations that are not directed
or justified by intelligence information be discontinued. We
also recommended that USPACOM reprogram counternarcotics
operations that are not commensurate with the counternarcotics
strategy issued by the Director, Central Intelligence (page 15).

(U) The counternarcotics activities of the U.S. Army,
Pacific (USARPAC), a USPACOM Component command in Hawaii, overlap
the congressionally mandated mission of the RHRawaii National
Guard. Approximately $600,000 of USARPAC's $2.3 million
counternarcotics program for FY 1990 is for counternarcotics
operations in Hawaii. We recommended that USPACOM revise its
Counternarcotics Operations Plan to acknowledge the lead role of
the Hawaii National Guard for counternarcotics support in Hawaii,
coordinate the USARPAC Counternarcotics Operations Plan with the
Hawaii National Guard to minimize duplication efforts and to
provide the most effective and responsive support to the law
enforcement agencies, and review and adjust counternarcotics
funding accordingly. (page 21).

(U) Based on a referral from the DoD Hotline, the Inspector
General Regional Office ~ Hawaii, DoD, reviewed more than
$69 million in USPACOM FY 1990 through FY 1994 initial require-
ments for counternarcotics-related programs. The audit and an
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internal USPACOM review concluded that DoD guidelines were not
being followed, and many of the proposed projects submitted by
USPACOM Component commands were not supported by proper
documentation. The internal USPACOM review identified and
deleted $152 million in noncounternarcotics-related programs.
After completion of the USPACOM review, we recommended the
cancellation of a $4 million Secure Video Teleconferencing
System. This system, proposed for both JTF-5 and the Fleet
Intelligence Training Center, San Diego, California, was
unjustified based on its modest potential contribution to the
counternarcotics mission (page 27).

(U) On January 31, 1991, a draft of this report was
provided to the Commander in Chief, USPACOM, for comments. On
March 30, 1991, USPACOM provided detailed comments regarding
numerous statements in the draft report. These comments are
summarized and our audit responses are provided in Part II of the
report. ©On April 1, 1991, the Deputy Director for Operations,
the Joint Staff, provided unsolicited comments on the draft
report. Complete texts of managements' comments are included as
Appendixes F and Appendix G.

. (U) USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation A.,1l. stating
that if JTF~5 is disestablished, USPACOM could not effectively
meet its obligation to support the LEA's during the next 2 to
5 years. USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation A.2. and
stated that it considers current coordination with the LEA's to
be effective. USAPACOM also nonconcurred with Recommendation A.3.
and indicated that the relocation of its intelligence mission
"would be executable- -only after further expenditure of sunk costs
to retool the EPIC and to create the National Center."

(U) The Joint Staff nonconcurred with Recommendation A.l.
stating that JTF-5 fulfills a critical counternarcotics role in
USPACOM's area of responsibility. The Joint Staff did not
comment on Recommendations A.2. and A.3.

(U) We continue to support the disestablishment of JTF-S,
the designation of liaison personnel for coordinating with the
LEA's, and the relocation of the counternarcotics intelligence
operations of USPACOM to EPIC. For reasons explained in Part II
of this report, we maintain that benefits derived from the
consolidation of DoD intelligence centers at EPIC far outweigh
the disadvantages. Therefore, we request that USPACOM reconsider
its position on these recommendations in response to the final
report.

iii
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(0) USPACOM concurred with Finding B and Recommenda-
tion B.l. stating that action has been taken to use intelligence
as the Dbasis for conducting counternarcotics operations.
USAPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. and indicated that
the application of broad national counternarcotics strategy to
ongoing day-to-day counternarcotics efforts, conducted by any
unit or by JTF-5, does not recognize the tactical nature of these
operations. The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation B.1l.,
but nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. stating "it is not
appropriate to suggest that the operations of any Unified command
should be reprogrammed to correspond in size and extent with the
strategy of an outside agency."

(U) We contend that Recommendation B.2. is valid. However,
we have revised the recommendation to reflect that the guidance.
was issued by the Director, Central Intelligence, not the
Director, Central Intelligence Agency.

(U) USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation C.l. stating
"USARPAC has not and may not be appointed a lead role over the
Guard, which is not in the USCINCPAC chain of command." USPACOM
agreed in principle with Recommendations €.2. and C.3 and stated
that coordination with the Hawaii National Guard has been
implemented since the inception of USPACOM's counternarcotics
mission. The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation C.2., but
did not comment on Recommendations C.l. and C.3.

(U) Based on USPACOM's comments on Recommendation C.1l., we
believe that the intent of our recommendation was misinterpreted.
The purpose of the recommendation was to establish a lead role
for DoD support within Hawaii and to recognize the BHawaii
National Guard as having that responsibility. We did not
recommend that USARPAC appoint the Hawaii National Guard the lead
role for counternarcotics in Hawaii.

(U) USPACOM agreed with the recommendation in Finding D.
The Joint Staff did not comment.

(V) On April 8, 1991, USPACOM provided updated funding
information in response to monetary benefits associated with
Finding A. The updated information was submitted on a marked-up
copy of our appendix from the draft report. USPACOM's response
inferred that substantial errors were included in our monetary
benefits estimate. To compile a S5-year estimate of USPACOM's
counternarcotics operations, we extensively coordinated with the
counternarcotics section of the intelligence organization (J26)
within USPACOM. We recognize that because of the newness of the
mission, significant changes to the original funding estimates
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could occur; however, we strongly defend the estimat: n thea
draft report as the best and most accurate information available
at the time of our audit.

(U) Based on updated information in USPACOM's reply, we
have adjusted our funding estimates and corresponding projections
of monetary benefits. Regarding monetary benefits resulting from
.Finding B, USPACOM's comments indicate that costs of cued
operations have the potential to exceed those of random patrol.
As a result, USPACOM's actions to perform operations based on
intelligence demonstrates a more constructive approach to
monitoring counternarcotics trafficking in the Pacific.
Therefore, we consider this action to qualify funds expended for
operations to be placed in the category of "funds put to better
use."

(U) USPACOM's comments on Finding C imply that the
$4.0 million in monetary benefits associated with the
cancellation of the Secure Video Teleconferencing {(SVTC) was not
a direct result of the audit. We contend that the SVTC was a
funded FY 1990 requirement at the time of our exit conference
with the Deputy, USCINCPAC. In summary, USPACOM disagfeed with
all of the monetary benefits in the draft report. We request
that USPACOM reconsider its position on the monetary benefits in
Appendix H in responding to this final report. We also request
that USPACOM provide official funding information regarding the
start-up and planned costs for JTF-5. :

(U) The audit identified internal control weaknesses as
defined by Public Law 97-255, Office of Management and Budget
Circular A-123, and DoD Directive 5010.38. Controls to identify
responsibilities relating to law enforcement support for
counternarcotics operations within Hawaii were not clearly
differentiated between USPACOM and the Hawaii National Guard.
This internal control deficiency could result in duplication of
effort or inefficient accomplishment of law enforcement requested
support. Recommendations C.1l., C.2., and C.3., if implemented,
will correct these weaknesses. A copy of this report will be
provided to the senior official responsible for internal controls
within USPACOM.

(U) DoD Directive 7650.3 requires that all recommendations
be resolved promptly. Accordingly, USPACOM 1is requested to
provide final comments on the unresolved issues in this report
within 60 days of the date of this memorandum. Recommendations
and potential monetary benefits are subject to resolution in the
event of nonconcurrence or failure to comment,
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(U) The courtesies extended to the audit staff are
appreciated. 1f you have any questions on this audit, please
_contact Mr. Charles M. Santoni or Mr. Wayne B. Winkler on

(703) 693-0117 (DSN 223-0117). Copies of this report are being
provided to the activities listed in Appendix J.

%{j’ Kol i
Robert J Lieberman

Assistant Inspector General
for Auditing

cc:

Secretary of the Army
Secretary of the Navy
Director, Joint Staff

vi
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SUPPORT TO DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORTS
IN THE U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND (U)

PART I -~ INTRODUCTION

Background

(U) The Defense Authorization Act, September 1988, requires the
DoD to take an active role in the nation’'s counternarcotics
efforts. The Act tasked the DoD: to serve as the lead Federal
agency for detecting and monitoring aerial and maritime transit
of illegal drugs into the United States; to integrate the
dedicated command, control, communications, and intelligence
assets into an effective communications network; and to provide
for an enhanced role for the National Guard.

(U) 1In response to the Act, the Secretary of Defense directed
that the Unified Commanders submit plans to the Joint Chiefs of
staff (JCS) for carrying out the counternarcotics mission in
their respective area of responsibility (AOR). Five U.S.
commands were tasked a counternarcotics mission by the JCS: the
Atlantic Command, the Pacific Command, the Southern Command, the
North American Aerospace Defense Command, and the Forces
Command. As lead Federal agency for detecting and monitoring
aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs into the United
States, DoD provides intelligence and other support to its
customers, the law enforcement community.

(U) The U.S. Pacific Command's (USPACOM) mandated role in the
DoD counternarcotics mission began in December 1988 with the
issuance of the warning order from the JCS to the Commander in
Chief, USPACOM. In response, USPACOM developed a concept of
operations for the implementation of the new counternarcotics
mission. The concept of operations called for the placement of
an "Anti-Drug Task Force" (ADTF) on the west coast of the United
States. This ADTF would provide coordination with and support of
the law enforcement agencies (LEA's) involved in the counter-
narcotics mission. The concept of operations identified the
counternarcotics threat in the AOR as primarily maritime. The
identified narcotics threat was high-dollar wvalue drugs,
specifically heroin.

(U) The magnitude of the USPACOM AOR, which is essentially the
Pacific and Indian Oceans, necessitated that a sophisticated,
all-source intelligence network be developed to identify
traffickers involved in smuggling heroin into the AOR. The
all-source intelligence network would fuse all the various types
of intelligence (e.g., imagery, signals, electronic, human) into
a usable product that would assist in the follow-on phases of the
interdiction and apprehension of traffickers. The fusion of the
various types of counternarcotics intelligence at the ADTF would

\
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require a substantial communications and data base capability to
receive and analyze data from the DoD and the LEA's participating
in the counternarcotics mission.

(Uy The Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet (CINCPACFLT), the
Naval component commander for USPACOM, proposed that the ADTF be
located in Alameda, California. "Alameda is also the location of
the Maritime Defense Zone Pacific, a U.S. Coast Guard contingency
command for the CINCPACFLT. The Commander in Chief, USPACOM,
approved Alameda as the location for the ADTF, now referred to as
Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5).

(U) As a result of the congressional mandate for DoD's expanded
role in counternarcotics, the Commander in Chief, USPACOM,
identified counternarcotics as the primary peacetime mission.

Objective and Scope

(U) The objective of the audit was to evaluate the support that
USPACOM provided the LEA's in the detection and monitoring of
maritime drug traffickers, loans of equipment, training, and
operational support. We also evaluated the role of the Hawaii
National Guard to determine if the support it provided to the
LEA's was adequate and met the intent of the Congress. In
addition, we reviewed the execution of USPACOM's counternarcotics
budget to determine if counternarcotics funds were used
efficiently and effectively. This program results audit was made
from January through August 1990 in accordance with auditing
standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States
as implemented by the Inspector General, DoD, and accordingly
included such tests of the internal controls as were considered
necessary. A list of activities visited or contacted is shown in
Appendix I.

Internal Controls

(U) We reviewed internal controls related to counternarcotics
requirements and justifications, financial management, resource
management, support functions, and compliance with DoD directives

and instructions, OSD guidance, and public law. The review
focused on documents for FY 1989 and FY 1990 and the period of
October 1989 through February 1950. Our objective was to

determine if appropriate internal controls were in place to
ensure that USPACOM's counternarcotics resources were utilized
efficiently and effectively. 1In addition, a DoD Hotline review,
Hotline Control No. 89-L46022, identified a weakness in USPACOM's
internal controls that allowed program reguirements not directly
related to the counternarcotics mission to receive command’s
approval as valid requirements. Details on the weaknesses are
discussed in Part II of the report.
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Prior Audits and Other Reviews

(U) In August 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office-
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Hotline complaint and subsequently
initiated a 1limited review of USPACOM's counternarcotics
requirements. The limited review of six projects with
requirements totaling more than $69 million concluded that DoD
guidelines were not being followed and that many of the proposed
projects submitted by USCINCPAC component commands could not be
supported by proper documentation. To preclude duplication of
effort during our audit, the Hotline review was closed without
recommendations for corrective action. During the same time
framé, USPACOM initiated a comprehensive review of its
counternarcotics requirements. The review resulted in USPACOM
deleting approximately $152 million of the $195 million of
requirements that were initially submitted and approved for the
period FY 1990 through FY 1994, Finding D of this report
addresses a deficiency in USPACOM's requirements review process.
With the incorporation of the Counternarcotics Program into the
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System beginning in
FY 1992, procedures will exist to validate projects for counter-
narcotics efforts. Accordingly, we did not make any
recommendations concerning the establishment of additional
controls over the Counternarcotics Program. ‘
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PART II - PINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Joint Task Force 5 (U)

PINDING

(U) Joint Task Force 5 (JTF-5), a center for fusing counter-
narcotics intelligence, established at Alameda, California,
duplicates analyses of counternarcotics information and
communication, manpower, and command and control capabilities
that exist at other U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) activities;
creates an unnecessary layer of operational overhead; and does
not provide the degree or type of counternarcotics support
required by the law enforcement agencies (LEA's). In
establishing JTF-5, alternative sites were not adequately
evaluated, OSD guidance on counternarcotics activities was not
complied with, and plans were not adequately coordinated with the
LEA's. As a result, $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989,
$5.1 million was budgeted in FY 1990, and $15.8 million was
programmed for FY 1991 through 1995 in USPACOM's Counternarcotics
Program without adequately documented justification and support
for the cost-effectiveness of JTF-5 operations. 1In addition, the
proliferation of access to data bases unnecessarily increased the
risk for potential compromise of sensitive counternarcotics
information.

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS

Background. On February 10, 1989, JTF-S was created to
serve as USPACOM's joint command element dedicated to
counternarcotics. Before the establishment of JTF-5,
counternarcotics functions were performed by USPACOM elements
that continue to perform those functions. At the time of our
audit, the Intelligence Center, Pacific, was performing selected
aspects of the counternarcotics intelligence analysis function,

Duplication of Capabilities. According to its mission
statement, JTF-5 18 to act as a counternarcotics intelligence
fusion center responsible for the assimilation and analysis of
all-source intelligence. In addition, JTF-5 contains other
elements normally found in a command structure (i.e., Operations,
Plans, Communications, Logistics, and Administration). An
intelligence architecture was developed by the Naval Ocean
Systems Center, San Diego, California, to support JTF-5 in the
assimilation and analysis of all-source intelligence. The
purpose of this architecture was to identify the capabilities and
configuration of data bases and communication systems required to




perform intelligence analyses and to comnunicate the results to
the users. Approximately $3.2 million was expended in FY 1989
and $§5.1 million in FY 1990 for the intelligence architecture and
its supporting command structure. Further, $15.,8 million has
been programmed for FY 1991 through FY 1995 (see Appendix A).

(U) Once the intelligence architecture is in place, JTF-5 will
replicate many capabilities already in USPACOM. The counter-
narcotics systems planned for use in USPACOM are described in
appendix B. Six data base terminals and communication systems
_already in USPACOM were included in the intelligence architecture
for placement at JTF-5. Four of the six systems that will
replicate existing capabilities are to be procured for JTF-5 and
other USPACOM elements. The two other systems are programmed to
be procured for placement in Hawaii and Guam (see Appendix C).
More than $1.4 million in Other Procurement Navy funds and
Operation and Maintenance funds were budgeted for these 6 systems
in FY 1990, and approximately $1.1 million in Operation and
Maintenance funds has been programmed for FY's 1991 through 1995
(see Appendix D).

(U) Duplicate analysis of counternarcotics information not only
makes inefficient use of resources, but also affects security.
Responsible LEA personnel have expressed concerns with the
prolifetation of the counternarcotics information they furnished
to DoD. We were advised by LEA officials that sensitive
counternarcotics information historically had been disseminated
only to selected individuals on a strict "need-to-know" basis.
The expansion of DoD's counternarcotics mission has resulted in
additional replication of LEA information. The replication.
increases the potential for loss of control over the information
and decreases the ability to readily track and identify the
source of compromised information.

(U) JTF-5 has been authorized billets for 69 personnel
(43 military and 26 civilian) to fully staff its operation. The
staff at JTF-S 1is augmented by personnel in other USPACOM
elements also performing counternarcotics duties.

(U) To provide staffing as quickly as possible, JTF-5 was
initially staffed with personnel on temporary duty assignment.
Travel costs budgeted by USPACOM for temporary duty assignment
personnel totaled approximately $830,000 for FY 1989 and FY 1990.
Had the counternarcotics mission been performed within the
existing USPACOM structure, this cost could have been avoided.

(U) Guidance on Counternarcotics Resources. On January 6,
1989, the OSD issued policy guidance to the DoD Components for
implementing the DoD's congressionally mandated counternarcotics
mission. The guidance stated that DoD should "build on existing
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capabilities and facilities and avoid unnecessary duplication and
expenditure of resources.” Additionally, the guidance
recommended that "to the maximum extent practical, limit
participation, infrastructure modifications, and system/asset
procurement that will be dedicated to unique anti-drug
activities." In December 1988, when the new counternarcotics
mission was being assigned to the Unified Commanders and the
approach had not yet been finalized, an internal USPACOM
memorandum stated:

. « « we should manage our role with respect
to . intelligence support to counter-drug
operations as though it were any other
adversary target with existing mechanisms. We
have a structure in place which is capable of
detecting and monitoring illegal  drug
activity. We need only to expand its tasking
and focus. We have also in existence at IPAC
{Intelligence Center, Pacific] an element that
can act as the fusion center for drug related
information and intelligence. I am firmly
opposed to the creation of a new command
within USPACOM for anti-drug operations as it
would serve only to create unnecessary
layering when we have & perfectly functional
c Command, Control, and Communications
structure in place.

(U) Contrary to the guidance from the OSD and the internal
counternarcotics intelligence capability assessment, JTF-5 was
established in Alameda, California., Rationale for the decision
to establish JTF~5 external to the USPACOM headquarters physical
structure was not provided to the auditors by personnel at JTF-5
or at Headgquarters, USPACOM. In addition, during subsequent
audit work at the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), we were unable to
obtain documentary evidence that available alternatives were
considered by management when the decision was made to establish
JTF-5 at Alameda, California.

(U) Other Intelligence Centers. In the September 1989
“National Drug Control Strategy," the Office of the National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) proposed the establishment of a National
Drug Intelligence Center, The primary purpose of the Center
would be to "improve drug intelligence capabilities by uniting
U.S. drug related data and analysis" and to develop a
state-of-the-art computer data base to assist in the analysis of
drug trafficking and organization structure. Further, the
charter of the El1 Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), operated by
the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) states that EPIC will "provide
a complete and accurate intelligence picture of drug movement by
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l1and, sea and air," with a focus on narcotics trafficking
destined for the United States, The EPIC accumulates data,
conducts analyses, and provides tactical and operational
intelligence to agencies with statutory law enforcement
responsibilities.

(U) Coordination with LEA's. DoD's mission in the overall
national anti-drug campaiga 1s to support an external group of
users, the LEA community. ~ To wmaximize DoD support to this
community, coordination with the LEA's is essential. A February
1989, USPACOM memorandum states "We are not here to take over the
AD [anti-drug)] war or tell the LEA's how to do it. The LEA's are
the actual interdictors of the drug trade, and we are here to
provide them with assistance in detection and tracking, but
ultimately the LEA's are the customer.” This USPACOM memorandum
recognizes that DoD's support should assist the LEA's in the
enforcement roles of apprehension and seizure.

(U) Based on our audit work with the LEA's, we determined that a
strong perception existed within the LEA community that DoD did
not coordinate sufficiently with them before deciding to

_ establish JTF-5. The decision to locate JTF-S5 at Alameda,
California, was repeatedly questioned by the LEA personnel we met
with on the west coast. Most of the western regional

headquarters for the LEA's are located in the Los Angeles and
Long Beach areas, 400 miles south of Alameda. The U.S. Attorney
for central California expressed his concern in a letter to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over the dissolution of the
National Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and the
creation of JTF-5 in Alameda. The NNBIS served primarily as a
coordinating body within the counternarcotics community. The
U.S. Attorney stated, "it seems to me nothing is gained, and much
is lost, by positioning the successor coordination activity far
away from the heart of the threat.”

(U) LEA officials indicated that the greatest contributions that
DoD could make were in the areas of equipment loans and the use
of DoD bases and facilities rather than as an operational
intelligence fusion center. The LEA officials did not view JTF-S
as an element created to facilitate coordination with the LEA
community. In their opinion, the unilateral decision to place
JTF-5 in Alameda disregarded the degree or type of counter-
narcotics support needed by the LEA community.

(U) Conclusion. When the peacetime counternarcotics
mission was assigned, USPACOM decided to accomplish the new
mission by establishing an entity outside the existing physical
command structure. The decision to locate JTF-5 in Alameda was
not supported, is contrary to OSD guidance, and does not provide
optimum support to the LEA's, Based on the capabilities of JTF-5
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and the lack of a unique contribution to the counternarcotics
effort, the establishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California, is not
justified. We believe the $15.8 million of Operation and
Maintenance and Other Procurement Navy funds programmed to
support JTF-5 operations from FY 1991 to FY 1995 (Appendix A) can
be put to better use. The Operation and Maintenance portion of
the $15.8 million includes funding for the 26 civilian billets
authorized for the JTF-S5. Had the counternarcotics mission been
performed within the existing USPACOM structure, these civilian
billets may not have been needed. Our projection of cost
avoidance for FY 1991 through FY 1995 does not include military
pay programmed for the 43 military positions authorized for
JTF-5. The military personnel can be used as liaisons for
coordinating counternarcotics matters with the law enforcement
community and for directly supporting the EPIC and the proposed
National Drug Intelligence Center with all-source drug
intelligence related to the Pacific area of responsibility. This
integration would provide intelligence support in the Pacific
that compliments rather than duplicates LEA and existing DoD
intelligence centers.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

(U) We recommend that the Commander in ‘Chief, U.S. Pacific
Command: '

(U)y 1. Disestablish the Joint Task Force 5  counter-
narcotics command at Alameda, California.

(U) 2. Designate U.S. Pacific Command personnel to act as
liaisons in the coordination of counternarcotics matters with the
law enforcement community for the purpose of identifying the
requirements of and maximizing the support to the law enforcement
community.

(U) 3. Develop a plan, in conjunction with the Director,
Office of National Drug Control Policy; the Administrator, Drug
Enforcement Administration; and the DoD Coordinator for Drug
Policy and Support, to provide for the inclusion of intelligence
support for counternarcotics by using resources available upon
the disestablishment of Joint Task Force 5. This plan should
identify procedures/processes for directly supporting the El Paso
Intelligence Center and the proposed National Drug Intelligence
Center with all-source drug intelligence information relating to
the Pacific area of responsibility

MANAGEMENT COXMENTS AND AUDIT RESPONSE

(U) The Deputy, USCINCPAC, generally nonconcurred with the
finding and nonconcurred with all the recommendations. Each
recommendation is discussed below.,
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(U) Recommendation A.l. USPACOM stated that if JTF-5 was
disestablished, USPACOM could not effectively meet its obligation
to support LEA's during the next 2 to 5 years.

(U) Audit Response. USPACOM's response did not address the
concept of consolidation at the EPIC and the resulting benefits.
Instead, USPACOM 1identified concern for the adequacy of
operations over the next 2 to 5 years if JTF-5 functions were
moved to EPIC. It was not the intent of our recommendation to
immediately terminate JTF-5 functions, Although this report
addresses only JTF-5, our comprehensive draft report entitled,
“DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts," issued April 22,
1991, recommends consolidating all JTF activities at the EPIC.
The comprehensive report expands on the benefits of DoD intelli-
gence consolidation and takes into consideration offsetting
costs. We maintain that consolidating DoD counternarcotics
intelligence efforts at the EPIC can result in significant
improvements in mission performance and efficiency. Therefore,
in response to the final report, we ask that USPACOM reconsider
its position on disestablishment of JTF-5 at Alameda, California.

(U) Joint Staff Comments on Recommendation A.l. The Joint
Staff nonconcurred with Recommendation A.l. because of the unique
geographical area of responsibility for USPACOM and stated that
JTF-5 provides critical and dedicated intelligence support to the
counternarcotics operation. The Joint Staff did not comment on
Recommendations A.2. and A.3. '

(U) Audit Response. The intent of Recommendation A.l. was
to realign JTF-5 's functions within USPACOM and the EPIC, not to
eliminate those functions entirely. During the audit, we
requested that the Joint Staff provide the options and rationale
considered for placing the JTF-5 at Alameda. We were provided
documentation supporting the placement decision, but not the
other options considered.

(U) Recommendation A.2. USPACOM stated that it has been
coordinating effectively with the LEA's for the last 2 years and
will continue to do so. USPACOM indicated that nine billets at
JTF-5 have been filled by the Drug Enforcement Agency, the U.S.
Customs Service, and the U.S. Coast Guard.

(U) Audit Response. Based on the number of billets the
LEA's have provided to JTF-5, we believe that JTF-5 has lost
sight of the fact that the DoD is the supporting organization for
counternarcotics operations in the Pacific. LEA's repeatedly
told us of their shortages in resources and personnel to
accomplish their mission. Our recommendation would eliminate the
billets supplied by the LEA's and would further assist the LEA's
by providing USPACOM staff to act as liaisons at key LEA
locations.

10
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(U) Recommendation A.3. USPACOM stated that the reloc: -
of its intelligence mission would be executable only after
incurring further sunk costs to "retool” the EPIC and to create
the National Drug Intelligence Center. Also, if USPACOM were to
relocate its counternarcotic¢s intelligence operations at EPIC, it
would be farther removed from the LEA regional offices.

(V) Audit Response. Concern over sunk cost is wvalid;
however, it should not preclude improvements in operations or
benefits that will be derived over future years. The actual
recoupment of sunk costs will occur as a result of significant
reductions in the operation and maintenance costs of a separate
facility. The identification of inherent shortfalls at EPIC,
mentioned in USPACOM's response, are recognized by the audit
staff. The shortfalls were a key factor in our suggesting that
DoD consolidate intelligence operations at the EPIC. The
consolidation would enhance operations and assist the EPIC in
performing its chartered responsibility. The USPACOM liaisons
proposed by Recommendation A.2. will provide collocated support
to the LEA's.

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON OTHER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

(U) USPACOM's reply addressed specific comments within the
discussion of Finding A of the report. USPACOM's detailed
response stated that:. JTF-5 is not solely an intelligence fusion
center; JTF-5 data bases are not duplicative of any other in
USPACOM; the funding figures for FY 1991 through FY 1995 are in
error by as much as 70 percent; the only counternarcotics
dedicated staff in USPACOM includes personnel at JTF-5 and the
10 personnel on the USCINCPAC counternarcotics staff, along with
a "modest number"™ dedicated to the Joint Intelligence Center
Pacific; and that the creation and location of JTF-5 at Alameda
was fully supported by JCS and OSD. USPACOM also stated that the
U.S. Attorney for central California, who was quoted in the
report, was the "sole critic" of the JTF-5 location. In
addition, USPACOM nonconcurred with the estimated potential
monetary benefits resulting from the disestablishment of JTF-S.
USPACOM's comments are provided in Appendix F.

AUDIT RESPONSE TO MANAGEMENT COMMENTS ON
OTBER SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES

(U) Based on USPACOM's response, several minor adjustments have
been made to the Discussion of Details section of Finding A.
Audit comments addressing substantive issues in USPACOM's reply
follow.

(U) It was not our intent to identify JTF-5 as exclusively an
intelligence fusion center, but as a counternarcotics center to
include 1intelligence. The importance of intelligence |is

11

saxx x| [NCLASSIFIEDs #2222




*"“‘UNLL}\ODIFILU"""

recognized in both the JTF-5 architecture and its statement of
work. It is in the architecture that the JTF-5 function is
referred to as the intelligence fusion center for the Pacific.

(0) In the discussion portion of the finding, we changed
»duplicative data bases" to “duplicative  analysis of
counternarcotics information." However, based on an October 1989

U.S. Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet, message describing the
JTF-5 architecture, we maintain that there are multiple
counternarcotics data base access terminals at various elements
within USPACOM.

(V) In an attempt to develop a comprehensive S5-year funding
program for JTF-5, our research and analysis included a review of
extracts from multiple documents. One of the primary documents
we used in support of our 5-year funding projection for JTF-5 was
the staffing adjustments provided by USPACOM personnel on
October 31, 1990. We have updated the JTF-5 funding figures in
" the final report based on the new funding information USPACOM
provided on April 8, 1991. The source of the staffing level
information for JTF-5 in the draft report was a Director of
Manpower, Personnel, and Support memorandum dated February 27,
1990. Regarding USPACOM's other comments related to staffing,
personnel in the Counternarcotics Section, within the Director of
Operations, identified seven billets dedicated to full-time
counternarcotics operations in USPACOM's J-2 and J-3
organizations and nine billets dedicated to the U.S. Army Pacific
counternarcotics program. The 63 billets identified in the draft
report were to be distributed throughout the Pacific Fleet
according to a message dated June 27, 1989, from the Commander in
Chief, Pacific Fleet. However, based on the updated information
in USPACOM's response to the draft report, we have revised the
personnel figures in the final report.

(0) USPACOM references the "planning and attendant resource
actions" that were reviewed by authorities for the creation and
location of JTF-5. However, when we discussed this issue at the
March 1, 1990, debrief, the Deputy, USCINCPAC, requested that we
discuss the JTF-5 coordination matter with USPACOM's J-3
organization. The subsequent discussion with J-3 officials
provided no documented support for USPACOM's position that LEA
coordination on placement of JTF-5 had taken place.

(U) USPACOM's comment that the draft report identified the U.S.
Attorney for central California as the sole critic of the Alameda
location is incorrect. The strongest opponent to the creation of
a separate counternarcotics intelligence organization at a remote
location and the source of the quote on page 7 was the USPACOM
Director of Intelligence.

12
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. (V) The audit staff extensively coordinated with USPACOM
personnel in developing a comprehensive funding estimate of
USPACOM's S-year Counternarcotics Program. The projected
monetary benefits in the draft report were based on the funding
figures for the S5-year Counternarcotics Program provided by
USPACOM personnel as of October 31, 1990. However, we have
adjusted the monetary benefits to reflect the updated funding
figures provided by USPACOM on April 8, 1991.

13
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B. Counternarcotics Operations (U)

FINDING

(U} The use of ships and aircraft to perform dedicated
counternarcotics missions in the Pacific area of responsibility
(AOR) was ineffective and could not be supported based on current
constraints on planning operational missions. This condition was
caused by limited intelligence information on potential
targets. As a result, there were no indications that the use of
dedicated assets was contributing to the law enforcezent
agencies' (LEA's) primary mission of interdicting and
apprehending drug smugglers. USPACOM's plan to use those assets
in counternarcotics operations will cost in excess of $23 million
annually for FY 1990 through FY 1995.

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS

(U) Background. Historically, the DoD has assisted LEA's
in surveilling vessels suspected of illegally transporting
narcotics. The involvement of DoD's operational elements in the
Pacific was expanded when the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of staff
(JCS), tasked the Commander in Chief, USPACOM, with the mission
of implementing counternarcotics detection and monitoring in the
Pacific AOR. The Unified Commands' objective was to "demonstrate
visible DoD support for this national effort.” With this tasking
came the perception that DoD's state-of-the-art systems should be
able to target the vessels used by the drug smugglers.

USPACOM, in coordination with JCS, established a program of
flying hours and shipping days to detect and monitor the illegal
shipment of narcotics within USPACOM's AOR. Specific aircraft
have been identified by the operations component in USPACOM for
use against counternarcotics targets within the AOQR. These
aircraft include the Navy P-3 Orion, the E-2 BHawkeye, the
s-3 Vviking, and the Air Force E-3 Sentry. In addition, the

. Commander, JTF-5, has the authority to request that the Pacific
Fleet (PACFLT) provide ships for counternarcotics
operations. In contrast to the aircraft identified for
counternarcotics, these ships are not specifically identified by
type or class of vessel. When the Commander, JTF-5, requests a
ship, any vessel within the discretionary control of PACFLT may
be assigned, which allows the Commander, PACFLT, latitude in
scheduling ships for counternarcotics operations.

(U) Concept of Operations., The concept of operations
developed by JTF-5 identifies the use of dedicated assets (i.e.,
ships and aircraft) primarily for their deterrence value. This
concept is comparable to the "cop on the beat™ approach. That
is, the mere presence of a ship or aircraft might act as a
deterrent to a drug trafficker. Additional assets, from both the
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DoD and the LEA community also perform this deterrence function
in conjunction with their normal operations. Proactive or self-
initiated operations, such as the “cop on the beat" scenario, may
eventually be worthwhile in the USPACOM AOR. However, the
intelligence capability of the USPACOM will have to increase
substantially for these types of proactive missions to be

justified.

(U) Preliminary results of these proactive or self-initiated
operations have demonstrated that arbitrarily using aircraft and
ships in the USPACOM AOR has been ineffective and costly.
USPACOM has identified funding requirements of §23 million
annually for the continuation of dedicated ship and aircraft
operations beginning in FY 1991, Counternarcotics operations will
be incorporated into the Navy's total ship and aircraft
operations program (OPTEMPO) . In FY 1989 and FY 1990, these
OPTEMPO funds were part of the counternarcotics program.
Personnel at JTF-5 stated that, as of the time of our audit, no
seizures had been directly attributable to the USPACOM aircraft
or ship operations. Part of the explanation offered by the
command is the difficulty in attempting to interdict narcotics
traffic in an ROR of about 100 million square miles and more than
5,000 vessels on any given day.

Intelligence. The importance of the intelligence
contribution to the counternarcotics mission was substantiated in
our discussions with JTF-5' personnel. Intelligence is a
necessary ingredient if proactive interdiction is to be
effective. Without vital intelligence "tip-offs" or "leads" for
USPACOM operations, the return on the operational investment will
remain minimal. A USPACOM message to its subordinate elements

states:

. « . the key to anti-drug operations in the
Pacific is the development of a superior
intelligence gathering and analysis
capability, and an ability to respond
effectively to short-fused intelligence
cueing. Preplanned operations are not as
likely to produce results in the Pacific as
they are in the Atlantic.

The scenario of dedicated aircraft and ships for use against
counternarcotics targets, as envisioned by JTF-5, may eventually
prove worthwhile in the USPACOM AOR. Based on the lack of
results and the inadequate intelligence cueing available at the
time of our audit, these operations are premature and
unwarranted.

The Narcotics Target. Narcotics smugglers in the
racitic may employ any number of methods to get illegal narcotics

16




into the United States. The drugs may be concealed in luggage,
carried aboard commercial vessels or aircraft, included as part
of a load on a "mother ship," or concealed in a cargo container.
The Commander, JTF-S, has acknowledged that, "in the Pacific, a
smuggler's mode of transport is literally only constrained by his
imagination." JTF-5 is capable of exploiting only a fraction of
the various smuggling methods used by traffickers. Through a
memorandum of understanding (MOU), JTF-5 has delegated the aerial
detection and monitoring of narcotics to the North American
Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD).

Personnel at JTF-5 determined that
narcotics coming into the United States by air would be on
commercial aircraft. JTF-5 has no intelligence capability for
detecting the use of commercial aircraft to smuggle drugs within
the Pacific.

JTF-5 has directed 1its efforts against the maritime
smuggler, or the "mother ship" scenario. A mother ship, usually
under 100 tons displacement, carries narcotics as its sole
cargo. Once it is in position offshore, its cargo is transferred
to several smaller vessels that then smuggle narcotics into port
for further distribution. By directing its operations against
the maritime smuggler, JTF-5 has, as a result, limited itself to
detecting and monitoring marijuana smuggling. Because of its
bulk, marijuana is usually shipped by sea.

The focus on marijuana is contrary to the guidance issued by
the Director, Central Intelligence (DCI). In February 1990, the
DCI ranked marijuana as a lower priority threat and directed that
programs against marijuana "do not warrant substantial new
intelligence investments." This guidance identified the
two primary narcotics threats as cocaine and heroin. The
Commander, JTF-5, stated in his testimony to Congress that small
quantities of these narcotics are highly profitable and are being
“concealed in cargo transported in legitimate commercial shipping
and aircraft, or in aerial and seaborne commercial containers.”
JTF-5 personnel conceded that they were unable to perform
detection and monitoring against those methods of smuggling.
Instead, by using dedicated ship and aircraft missions in
attempting to identify vessels fitting a marijuana intelligence
profile, JTF-5 has adapted the smuggling threat to fit its
current capabilities.

(U) Conclusion. The ships and aircraft perforning
dedicated counternarcotics missions in the Pacific AOR are not
being used. effectively. 1In addition, USPACOM's emphasis on the
marijuana threat is contrary to DCI guidance. The intelligence
information available in USPACOM is inadequate to develop and
schedule ship and aircraft counternarcotics operations. As a
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result, over $23 million was programmed for FY 1990 .hrough
Fy 1995 with no indication that the funded missions will
contribute effectively to the detection and monitoring of
narcotics trafficking. ,

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

(U) We recommend that the Commander in Chief, Pacific Command:

(U) 1. Discontinue the use of dedicated ships and aircraft
to perform counternarcotics operations that are not directed or
justified by intelligence information. :

(U) 2. Reprogram counternarcotics operations for the
U.S. Pacific Command that are not commensurate with the
counternarcotics strategy issued by the President and reiterated
by the Director, Central Intelligence. :

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS

(U) The USPACOM concurred with Recommendation B.l. and
stated corrective actions have already been taken to use
intelligence as the basis for counternarcotics operations.
USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2., and stated that
the ranking of narcotics commodities by the Director of Central
Intelligence applies to broad national counternarcotics strategy
and funding decisions. To apply these criteria to ongoing day-
to-day counternarcotics intelligence and interdiction efforts
conducted by any unit or by JTF-5 does not recognize the tactical
nature of these operations. JTF-5's tactical task is to detect,
monitor, and track for LEA interdiction, all illicit narcotics
destined for the United States. :

(U) The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation B.l., but
nonconcurred with Recommendation B.2. stating that a Unified
Command should not be subject to reprogramming that is required
to correspond with the strategy of an outside agency.

AUDIT RESPONSE

(U) USPACOM's actions to cue operations based on
intelligence are responsive to Recommendation B.1l. Costs
associated with these operations are considered funds put to
better use. '

(U) We maintain that Recommendation B.2. is still wvalid.
USPACOM needs to recognize that the counternarcotics strategy
issued by the Director, Central Intelligence, is based on the
President's September 1983 National Drug Control Strategy.
USPACOM's reply demonstrates its unilateral approach to targeting

drug traffic in the Pacific. We continue to believe that DoD
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would be more effective in its overall counternarcotics mission
if it developed a comprehensive program that funds efforts that
are commensurate with national priorities and operational
successes. USPACOM needs to reassess 1its counternarcotics

performance and -adjust its operations to target priorities
commensurate with the National Drug Control Strategy.
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C. Hawaii National Guard (U)

PINDING

(U) USPACOM's counternarcotics activities in the State of Hawaii
overlap the congressionally mandated mission of the Hawaii
National Guard. U.S. Army, Pacific (USARPAC) (formerly the
U.S. Army Western Command) was designated by USPACOM as the
executive agent for counternarcotics in Bawaii. This designation
infringes on the legal responsibilities of the Hawaii National
Guard as established in Public Law 100-456, sec. 1105, As a
result, USARPAC and the Hawaii National Guard received a combined
total of $1.31 million in FY 1990 for duplicate counternarcotics
operations in Hawaii. This designation of USARPAC as executive
agent has confused the law enforcement community regarding the
source for obtaining DoD support for counternarcotics operations.

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS

(U) Background. The Bawaii National Guard (the Guard) has
supported the law enforcement community in counternarcotics
operations within Hawaii since 1977. For example, in 1977, the
State of Hawaii initiated and funded "Operation Green Harvest."
During this operation, the Guard supported Federal, state, and
local LEA's in eradicating the gqrowth, manufacture, and
trafficking of illegal drugs within Bawaii. From 1977 through
March 1989, the State of HBawaii funded marijuana eradication
programs totaling more than $1.1 million. This effort resulted
in the eradication of more than two million marijuana plants
valued in excess of $1.0 billion. 1In FY 1989, the Guard received
and spent more than $250,000 to accomplish its counternarcotics
plan. For FY 1990, the Guard received $710,000 to support the
LEA's. As of January 31, 1990, $111,000 had been expended.
USARPAC received approximately $2.3 million in FY 1990 for its
involvement in USPACOM's counternarcotics mission. Of that
amount, approximately 25 percent ($600,000) was designated for
vState of Hawaii initiatives"™ that support the LEA community in
Hawaii. '

(U) Congressional Direction. On September 29, 1988,
Congress passed the Defense Authorization Act, which mandates an
enhanced role for the Guard in drug interdiction and 1law
enforcement, The Act states that the Secretary of Defense may
provide funding assistance to the Governors of states that submit
plans for using their National Guard for counternarcotics
interdiction and enforcement operations. In addition, the Act
states:

Nothing shall be construed as a limitation on
the authority of any unit of the National
Cuard of a state, when such unit is not in
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federal service, to perform law enforcement
functions authorized to be performed by the
National GCuard by the laws of the state
concerned.

(U) During congressional testimony, the DoD Coordinator for Drug
Enforcement Policy and Support stated, "...the Defense
Authorization Act provided for an enhanced role for the National
Guard, under the direction of State Governors, to support state
drug interdiction and law enforcement operations." The Defense
Authorization Act of 1988 did not, however, authorize DoD to
become an active participant in counternarcotics activities in
any one state or territory.

(U) CINCPAC Assignment of USARPAC. An Operations Order
entitled, ~"Enhanced Level of Effort for Counternarcotics,”
October 15, 1989, assigned USARPAC the role of providing DoD's
support to the LEA's in Bawaii, 1In this role, USARPAC has the
ability to task resources of other USPACOM subordinate commanders
to perform counternarcotics missions in Hawaii. However, there
was no indication that USPACOM coordinated with the BHawaii
National Guard before designating USARPAC as the supporting
commander in Hawaii. The lack of coordination has lead to an
overlap in the counternarcotics missions of the Hawaii National
Guard and USARPAC.

(U) The USARPAC Counternarcotics Operations Plan (OPLAN)
jdentifies the support to be provided to the LEA's as the
», . .detection and monitoring of illegal narcotics entering the
USPACOM AOR, and ...assistance in the eradication of illegal drug
crops grown within the U.S. and U.S. Territories...." In
addition, the OPLAN makes provisions for USARPAC to support the
LEA's in training, equipment loans, education programs, and
operations, which duplicates the support provided under the
Hawaii National Guard's operations plan. For example, USARPAC
became involved in the marijuana eradication program in 1989.
Marijuana eradication has historically been one of the Hawaii
National Guard's missions. Another example is that both USARPAC
and the Bawaii National Guard operations plans include provisions
for surveillance and reconnaissance support, Although the
involvement of USARPAC in selected operations may be necessary,
the support identified in the USARPAC counternarcotics OPLAN
should be provided only when the Bawaii National Guard determines
that it is unable to provide the support requested. USARPAC's
support to the LEA's should complement, not duplicate, the
support provided by the Bawaii National Guard.

(U) The support USARPAC provides to the LEA's in Bawaii has
certain inherent limitations. For example, legal restrictions

imposed by the Posse Comitatus Act U.S.C., title 18,
sec. 1385, on active duty military personnel prevent USARPAC from
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exercising police powers within the United States. These
restrictions are not binding on the Guard when it is under the
jurisdiction of the Governor of Hawaii and is not federalized
ander the provisions of U.S.C., title 32, sec. 502, Guard
personnel under the jurisdiction of the Governor of the State of
Bawaii can exercise police powers to enforce laws. It is not
prudent to assign active duty military personnel missions that
have a high potential of requiring the exercise of police powers,
when appropriate Guard personnel are available and already
assigned such missions.

(U) USARPAC also overlaps the mission of the Guard in providing
training support to the LEA's. For example, the Drug Enforcement
Administration initiated a request for instruction in helicopter
rappelling. The request for training went to USARPAC in its role
as the executive agent. However, based on the type of support
specified in the Guard's plan, the request should have been
submitted to the Guard. The Guard's plan was the result of a
coordinated effort between the Guard and the LEA's in Hawaii and
was subsequently submitted to and approved by the National Guard
Bureau. USARPAC should become involved only when the Guard
determines it is unable to provide the support requested. The
involvement of USARPAC in the counternarcotics efforts in Hawaii
has caused the LEA's to be confused in where to request support
for counternarcotics efforts. A comparison of excerpts from the
HBawaii National Guard Drug Enforcement Support Plan and the
USARPAC Counternarcotics OPLAN is presented in Appendix E. The
Appendix shows the duplication of planned objectives between the
Bawaii National Guard and USARPAC. ‘

(U) Conclusion. Based on the congressional mandate for the
enhanced involvement of the Guard in the DoD counternarcotics
mission, it is neither effective nor efficient to have the Guard
and USARPAC performing essentially the same mission. The Guard
should be designated as the "lead agent™ for counternarcotics
support to the LEA's in BHawaili. The Guard is in a better
position to determine if and when LEA requests should be
forwarded to USARPAC or when accomplishment by USARPAC would be
more cost-effective.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

(U) We recommend that the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific
Command, direct the Commander, U.S. Army, Pacific, to:

(U) 1. Revise the U.S, Army, Pacific, Counternarcotics
Operations Plan to acknowledge the lead role of the Hawaii

National Guard for counternarcotics support to the LEA's within
Bawaii.
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(U) 2. Coordinate the U.S. Army, Pacific, Counter a..
Operations Plan with the Hawaii National Guard to minimize
duplication of effort and to provide maximum support to the law
enforcement agencies in Hawaii. ’

(U) 3. Review and adjust the funding for counternarcotics
support to accurately reflect the level of support to be provided
based on actions resulting from the implementation of
Recommendation C.2.

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS

(U) USPACOM nonconcurred with Recommendation C.l. and stated
that it cannot appoint the Hawaii National Guard for marijuana
eradication operations within the state, because the Hawaii
National Guard is not in the USPACOM chain of command. USPACOM
agreed in principle with Recommendations C.2. and C.3., but
maintained that procedures for coordination between USARPAC and
the Hawaii National Guard have been implemented since the
inception of USPACOM's counternarcotics mission in 1989. USPACOM
also stated that there were factual errors in the finding and the
discussion section which lead to erroneous conclusions. USPACOM
provided comments on various points in those sections.

(U) The Joint Staff concurred with Recommendation C.2., but did
not comment on Recommendations C.l. and C.3.

AUDIT RESPONSE

(U) USPACOM misinterpreted the intent of Recommendation C.1. We
stated that the USPACOM Counternarcotics OPLAN should acknowledge
the lead role of the Hawaii National Guard. We did not recommend
that USCINCPAC appoint the Bawaii National Guard to lead
marijuana eradication operations as indicated in USPACOM's
response. The Hawaii National Guard should be recognized as the .
primary contact for LEA coordination within Hawaii for both legal
and practical purposes. The Hawaii National Guard and USARPAC
perform certain missions that are similiar. Implementation of
the recommendation will result in less confusion for the LEA's
regarding which organization to initially contact for support and
a more focused coordinated effort targeting counternarcotics.
. Therefore, we believe that Recommendation C.1l. remains valid.

(U) Regarding Recommendation C.2., our discussion with senior
level National Guard personnel indicated that comprehensive
coordination of counternarcotics plans between the EHawaii
National Guard and USARPAC had not taken place. If formal
coordination of the plans was accomplished, either before or
after our audit, we ask that USARPAC identify the procedures and
provide the appropriate documentation and dates on which the
coordination was accomplished.
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(U) Regarding Recommendation C.3., we request that any funding
adjustments ‘resulting from coordination of the plans be
jdentified in response to this final report.

(U) We reviewed USPACOM's extensive comments on Finding C and
did not find any pertinent information to substantiate its

assertion that our facts were erroneous or our conclusions,
invalid.
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D. Counternarcotics Requirements (U)

FINDING

(U) The USPACOM submitted requirements in its FY 1989 budget and
FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program that either were unrelated
to the detection and monitoring of drug trafficking or did not
support the LEA's counternarcotics efforts. Internal controls
over the counternarcotics requirements validation process were
nonexistent, and supporting documentation was inadequate for the
submitted requirements. As a result, more than $152 million of
the $195 million in counternarcotics requirements submitted by
the USPACOM Component commands were identified as being invalid
and unrelated to the counternarcotics mission. 1In addition, the
FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program, developed by the USPACOM,
includes a $4 million project that does not contribute to the
Counternarcotics Program,

DISCUSSION OF DETAILS

(U) Background. On December 20, 1988, the JCS advised the
Unified Commanders that $300 million in the FY 1989 DoD budget
had been identified for the counternarcotics effort.
Approximately $260 million of the $300 million would be available
for DoD use, and the remainder would be used to support the
Guard. The JCS requested each Unified Commander tasked with a
counternarcotics mission to submit a "Commander's Estimate"
forecasting the funds required to support the counternarcotics
detection and monitoring mission. These estimates were to be
carefully considered by the JCS in formulating recommendations
for distribution of the $260 million. In response to the JCS
tasking, USPACOM developed three possible courses of action:
status quo, increased operations at current funding levels, or
increased operations in anticipation of increased funding. The
estimates were to be provided to the JCS by December 23, 1988.

(U) Requirements. The Component commands of USPACOM were
advised on December 20, 1988, that $260 million would be
available in FY 1989 for counternarcotics operations and were
requested to provide estimates of funding required to support the
detection and monitoring mission. Component command estimates
would be utilized to develop the USPACOM counternarcotics
program. We were advised by a senior USPACOM official that many
of the Components perceived this as an opportunity to subsidize
some noncounternarcotics efforts struggling for funding
approval. USPACOM submitted requirements for counternarcotics
totaling $22.3 million 'in FY 1989 and $108 million in the
FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program,

(U) On August 23, 1989, the Inspector General Regional Office-
Hawaii, DoD, received a DoD Botline complaint and subsequently
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jnitiated a limited review of USPACOM's counternarcotics
Cequirements. The DoD Hotline complaint alleged that USPACOM's
%Y 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program contained several invalid
rojects. A DoD Botline Report (Hotline Control No. 89-L46022),
ganuary 25, 1990, concluded that there was merit to the
zllegation. A review of six proposed counternarcotics projects,
T otaling more than $34 million, disclosed that DoD guidelines
were not being followed. In addition, many of the proposed
rojects submitted by the USPACOM Component commands were not
gupported by proper documentation and were unrelated to the
sounternarcotics mission. Further, no documentation identified
<ither the Component command officials responsible for sponsoring
:he projects or the officials that reviewed and approved funding

for the projects.

(U) During the same time frame, actions were taken by USPACOM to
improve management control over its Counternarcotics Progam.
USPACOM reviewed the proposed counternarcotics projects submitted
by the Component commands and concluded that projects totaling
$152 million included in USPACOM's FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics
Program were invalid. As a result, these projects were not
jncluded in USPACOM's FY 1990 budget and FY 1991-1995
Counternarcotics Program.

{U) On November 3, 1989, USPACOM Component commands were
crequired to submit new counternarcotics projects for the FY 1990
budget and the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program. Each
project submitted was evaluated to ensure there was a direct
contribution to USPACOM's counternarcotics mission. At the time
of our audit, counternarcotics projects were reflected in
USPACOM's proposed FY 1990 budget and FY 1991-1995 Counter-
narcotics Program and totaled $28 million and $47 million,
respectively. In December 1990, USPACOM revised its FY 1990
budget request to $13.8 million. USPACOM was not required to
submit an FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program.

(U) Although USPACOM evaluated each project's applicability to
the counternarcotics mission, formal procedures and internal
controls for reviewing and approving the counternarcotics
projects were not utilized. As a result, there was no assurance
the inclusion of invalid projects in the USPACOM Counternarcotics
Program would not reoccur. For example, a project deleted during
the USPACOM development of the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics
Program was later included without adequate justification,
review, or approval. The project was initiated by the Pacific
Fleet, (PACFLT) for Secure Video Teleconferencing (SVIC)
connectivity. SVTC provides the capability for participants in a
telephone call to view each other and to transfer briefings,
photographs, imagery, and drawings. The project was initially
included in the FY 1990-1994 Counternarcotics Program, but was
unfunded. Although the project was not originally included by
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'USPACOM in the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program, PACFLT
subsequently identified a requirement to have SVTC connectivity
with JTF-5 in Alameda, California, and the Fleet Intelligence
Training Center, Pacific, in San Diego, California, The
requirement was forwarded to JCS by USPACOM and funded for
FY 1990, The secure facsimile and communications capabilities
that the SVTC provides can also be obtained by using a Secure
Telephone Unit III and a secure facsimile. Both JTF-5 and the
Fleet Intelligence Training Center, Pacific, ‘have programmed
funds to procure the Secure Telephone Unit III and secure
facsimiles. The 6-year projected operation and maintenance costs
of the SVTC is $4 million for FY 1990 through FY 199S.

(U) Although the PACFLT staff briefed the USPACOM staff on the
new SVTC requirement, there was no documentation available to
identify the PACFLT official responsible for development of the
project” or the USPACOM official who reviewed and approved the
project for the FY 1991-1995 Counternarcotics Program. Further,
there was no documentation justifying that the SVTC supported the
DoD counternarcotics mission. PACFLT officials stated that JTF-5S
would be receiving the SVPC, “if not this year, next; if not next
year, the following." It is the auditors' opinion that PACFLT
used the USPACOM Counternarcotics Program as a source of funding
for a project that should be funded through normal, noncounter-
narcotics program channels.

(U) Conclusion. The requirements review process for the
counternarcotics program within the USPACOM did not provide an
adequate degree of oversight. Although USPACOM took corrective
actions to review the counternarcotics project requirements and
the validity of USPACOM project submissions, we subsequently
identified a project that should not have been funded in the
Counternarcotics Program, With the incorporation of the
Counternarcotics Program into the Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System beginning in FY 1992, procedures will exist to
validate projects for counternarcotics efforts. Accordingly, we
are not making any recommendations concerning the establishment
of controls over the Counternarcotics Program.

" RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION

(U) We recommend that the Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific
Command, cancel the counternarcotics funding of the project to
provide Secure Video Teleconferencing connectivity to Joint Task
Force 5 and the Fleet Intelligence Training Center, Pacific.

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS

(U) USPACOM concurred with the recommendation, but took
exception to the assertion that the audit team's efforts and
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those of the Inspector General Regional Office - Hawaii, DoD, had
a direct causal relation to an ongoing USPACOM review of the
counternarcotics resource program. USPACOM provided extensive
comments addressing this issue and the accuracy of the financial
information included in the report.

AUDIT RESPONSE

(U) Although USPACOM concurred with the recommendation in its
transmittal memorandum, the supplemental information provided in
an enclosure of the response implies that the cancellation of the
SVTC and the corresponding $4 million claimed as funds put to
better use were not a direct result of the audit. At the time of
our exit conference with the Deputy, USCINCPAC, the SVTC remained
a funded FY 1990 requirement, and we contend that the report
accurately reflects that status. Therefore, we are still
claiming $4.0 million for the SVIC as a monetary benefit (see
Appendix H).

(U) Further, in November 1990, we were advised by the
Comptroller's Office, USPACOM, that the SVIC was reintroduced as
a requirement in the FY 1991 Counternarcotics Program, and we
were requested to provide a preliminary draft of our position on
the SVTC. We were advised by USPACOM Comptroller personnel that
the audit position was used to justify the cancellation of the

SVTC resubmission.

(U) Regarding the accuracy of the financial information included
in the finding, the financial data presented in the draft report
reflected the most current information available at the time of
our audit. The information was provided by USPACOM personnel,
For financial data that USPACOM has revised subsequent to our
audit, we have adjusted the final report accordingly.

30

a2ax sl JNCLASSIFIED. s a2 22




‘1661 ‘g 11ady ‘2131994
Ll aam 000° ¢ m
006
€L8'v1$ 000°t $

¢661-1661 Ad $661 Ad

} *3a20daa 1jvap 3yl o3 Isuodsada
Ja1Yy ur adpusuwo) °*5°n ‘LAindag Iyl sea uoraIvwaojul Bulpuny IYl Jo Janoe YL $II0N

Avg Lavat1IH eapnyIxy /3

£16°¢C % 668°C & S0v°¢ % 9¢6°¢ § LS0°¢ 161°C S = SIv30]L
088 zouAmm 1w30L
001 00$ 00€ 69%°1 §60°T NdO 19301
€16°C $ 66L°T $ s06°C § 96Z°¢ $ 626°C $ 960°C $ K30 %301
7661 Ad €661 Ad 661 Ad 1661 Ad 0661 Xd 6861 Ad ?p0D
333f0ag

(suoXTTIN BI $)
() SI1S0D QANNY'1d ONV
SLS0D dN-1¥V1S ¢ FDHO4 ASVL LRIOCL 40 AUVHRNS

APPENDIX A

—
"




This page was left out of original document

2




CMST-N

csP

FIST/
FIST-11I

JMIE

Classified
System

(v)

(V)

(v)

(v)

SYSTEM DESCRIPTIONS

The Collection Management Support Tools - Navy is a
collection management tool that supports comparison
capability and availability of resources; maintenance of a
collection management register; generation of
multidiscipline collection requests; access to national on-
line data bases; an external gateway to the Automatic
Digital Network (AUTODIN); and a way to monitor external
collection actions, local data bases, word processing, and
station-to-station mail. This system is in use in the U.S.
Pacific Command (USPACOM).

The Communications Support Processor provides the Ceneral
Service/Special Intelligence AUTODIN service to the
counternarcotics processors. This system is in use in
USPACONM.

Fleet Imagery Support Terminal Dedicated Circuitry

provides the communications  lines to communicate
drug-related imagery within the USPACOM. The Fleet Imagery
Support Terminal III is a low-cost, compact version of a
digital imagery manipulation and duplex (send and receive)
transfer system that has been used in USPACOM since 1983,

The Joint Maritime Intelligence Element provides the
primary system interface with the law enforcement
community, access to non-military data Dbases, and
analyst-to-analyst exchange capabilities. Because this
system contains law enforcement data that DoD cannot have
access to, non-DoD personnel are required to operate the
system.

USPACOM has a test system on loan from the Defense
Intelligence Agency that is being used as part of USPACOM's
domestic mari juana detection program.

_ APPENDIX B
33 Page 1 of 2




oPUS

APPENDIX B
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Q)

SYSTEM DESCRIPTIONS (Continued)

The 0S1S (Ocean Surveillance Intelligence System) Prototype
Upgrade System is an automated, secure, all-source
intelligence processing, analysis, and reporting system.
This system supports & broad range of ocean surveillance
analyses and reports (summary, advisory,  and
event-by-event). This system is in use in USPACOM.
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SYSTEM PROCUREMENT AND OPERATING COSTS (U)
($ In Thousands)

OPN O&M °

FY 1990 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 Fy 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995

Totals $959 $§474 $223 $223 $204 $204 $204

FY 1990: OPN $ 959

O8M § 474
Total $1,433

FY 1991-1995: O&M $1,058
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(V)

Area of
Duglication

Ground
Reconnaisance

Aerial
Reconnaissance

Training

Equipmenﬂ
Support

AREAS OF DUPLICATION BETWEEN THE HAWAII MATIONAL GUARD

AND THE UNITED STATES ARXY COMMAND, PACIFIC (U)

Excerpts from the
Hawaii National Guard
Drug Enforcement Support Plan

Excerpts from the
CDRWESTCOM *
Counternarcotics OPLAN

Annex E: (Ground Reconnaissance
Operations) Based on intelligence
and request for support from a

law enforcement agency, Soldiers
will search 2 given area for
cultivated marijuana or other

drug operations.

Annex F: (Aerial Search Operations)
...Soldiers will search a given
area for cultivated marijuana or
other drug operations.

Annex G: (Aerial Transportation)
... guidance for planning,
training and implementation for
serial transportation of law
enforcement officials into

amount of marijuana cultivated
areas.

Annex E: (Aerial Search Operations)
provides for equipment support

in conjunction with operations

that have been coordinated with

the law enforcement agencies.
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Plan Summary: ... at the
request of local law
enforcement agencies
WESTCOM {Western Command)
as the USCINCPAC {United
States Commander in Chief,
Pacific] Supported Commander,
... Assistance will also
be given to operations

to eradicate illegal

drug crops.

Appendix 9 to Annex C:

The use of Army tactical
air reconnaissance ... will
not be tasked to provide
intelligence gathering for
counternarcotics operations
unless authorized by higher
headquarters.

Basic Plan:

Supervise and assist

in training of LEA (Law
Enforcement Agencyl, in
military skills appli-

cable to counternarcotics

OPS [Operations}. Examples

of this would include practical
training in rappelling,
partrolling....

Basic Plan: Military equip-
ment may be used by local
LEAs in Counternarcotics
Operations.

* Commander U.S. Army Western Command, currently, the Commander, U.S. Army, Pacific
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND

(USCINCPAC
CAMP HM SMITH, RAWAII 9688 1-3023

Joy

3800

Ser 0190-91
30 Mar 9!

To: Director, Readiness and Operation Suppcxrt Directorats, Office of the
Inspector ce:ml,‘bepar‘nmt of Deferse

Subj: DRAFT AUDIT REFCRT (R SUPFCRT TO DRUG INTERDICTION EFFORIS IN THE U.S.
PACIFIC COHMAND (PROJECT NO SRC-0052.02)

Ref: (a) DoDIG Memo for Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Coomand, dtd 30 Jan
1 28

Bcl: (1) Specific Coments, DoDIG Project §RO-0052.02

1. 1 am pleased to cament on the subject draft repart, foarwarded by
reference (a). Following paragraphs address the faxr specific firdings of the

subject repart. Enclosure (1) respands paragraph by paragraph to the full
text of the draft repcrt ard its annexes.

2. Finding A alleges that Joint Task Forve (JTF) FIVE is deficient in
spporting law Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) in this theater and recompends its
disestablishment. Do not concur. The real management issue is that the
counternarcotics (ON) effort constitutes a distinct problem set, requiring the
attartion of persannel vith same amant of epporting equipment. The draft
repext irplies that by fragrenting o suppart and distributing functions to
o or xore intelligence activities (one several years in the future), we vill
increase efficiency ard achieve ecoromies in persamel, and perhaps,
facilities and equipment, This clearly is not the cass. To date, each of the
rajor CINC's with a OV mission has fourd that focusing ON activities ina
single task farce is the desirable way to provide DOD syppart to Lias. Yo
repart recammends dissolution of JIF FIVE and substitution of the Bl Paso
Intelligence Certer (EPIC) as the locus for oxr eesentially waritise and air
Pacific OV role. This is clearly inconsistent with acceptance of JI¥ SIX's
establi{shment within several miles of EPIC to provide DoD sypport to lamd
border and air cperations because EPIC cammct and does not conduct such
operatians.

3. Finding B concludes that use of DoD ships and adrcxaft in interdiction
sypart i3 ineffective without best possible intelligence to focus thair
effarts. 1 agree. This has lang been arxr conclusion, amd we have devoted a
major portion of axr O progran development to eactly that efferct. It is not
a sixple task ard muxch reming to be done. Elimination of JI¥ FIVE per
_gmxwwmymummtmm.mum. Iam
wclear as to hov we are to reprogram operatiomal farces in conscnance with a
strategy artlined by the Director of Central Intelligence.

4. I agree in principle with recamendations 2 and 3 of firding € regarding

USARPAC ard Haaii Haticnal Guard eradication programs. In fact, we
mlmmmatmwmofwmlmugznmm& e
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6. Coments on substantial errars i{n resance ard systen displays in

L!,uﬂbmidantahnyu!actmmstnm&mmntfqﬁrm
tion Al are at eclosure (1). Inscourats fiscal infomation

activities. BEstablishing same uknown nxber o« liaison offices, per

7. It is difficult to dispute recomrendation Bl that USPACCM forves should
mmmumﬁmmmmwytmnmuqaa
syppert. m,mumummmmmmndumzm:w
sustain if the balance of sudit report recomendations wers scceptad ard

9. I hope our coments give you a clearsr perspective of oxr N effarts to
date. We look forward to @ closer warking relationship and an increasingly
affective ON progrzm in the Pecific. :

S

Deguty USCINCPAC/Chief of Staff
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15 March 1991
P T = INDXOUCTION

W:mmmum.mmuw 1
troghast the repact.

+ The reviev ves not initiatad in Ayt 89, That vas the
drts of the cooplaimt. The review startad 15 Septesber 1569.

M Pooe 8, line 2: The six projects reviewsd vare those sumittsd to
Ragicnal Office (RO} mmwmxm:mnwwtmu-
uwsaxd.

(93]

(%]

Line §: Disagres. The revisv of projects was udarway when the RO auditer
tirst arrived.

Line 10: Disagres. The revisv did not result in the daletion. The
p'ojmunnxudywﬁ-z‘rwiumd, in same cases, slready dalwtad.

Be:  Pooe 6: There is ro poge six in the repart firnished us. (rcx peges 24,
32, 40, 44, 46, 48).

PART I - FINOING A: JOINT TASK JORCE FIVE

Pe: Pege 7, line §: JI¥-5 is an CPS INTEL ad simls poimt Law Enforcacent S
Mpercy (LEA) liaiscn and servioe unit, not solely sn intel fusion certar,

Line 3¢ Thare are no JIF FIVE “datalases® which dplicats data bases ford
in any other activity in USPACM. JIT FIVE accessas, shars yropxists, data bases
locatad elssubers. There is no sention amyvhere in the repart, shich: A) indicatas
wvhat these data bases are; B) Axther discusses them or; €) inmdicatss which other
data bases they are aplicating. This sssartion is incxrect and unsgppartad.

Line 3t “camunication®: JIF FIVE is a subecriter to comunication systecs
the theatar. Systam camoralty {s essetial to sffective

APPENDIX F
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APPENDIX F
Page 4 of 13

: “Cromand and oontrol capabilitiss®: Nobhare doss the regxxt
to eubstantists this dplication. Ses resarks atove

Linss 6-9: T report never cites ic data to support deficiencies in
o type of O sypart. The repart 6oss not fresert any cosplaint from a
sxportad LA regarding any lack of syppert.

5
2
£
%
7
?

Lines 15-17: (See resaris re line 3 “rarposr® alove). O
fooming of O¢ sctivity st a single unit, rather than distribsting O activity at
sevary) USPACOM ganeral irtslligence activities, wvas & cawcious decision in part
based an the desirs t6 prevent vide distrihstion of O information swhich would
Irsed cpportunity for compromise by uyeceasarily exgposed individuls, This isa
far xxe sericus possibility than data base compromise. Again, the statement
on of data Deses, reitarated in line 16, i{s unfosrded and is

uﬂummnhanmﬁ:ﬂimm&nﬂwcm-. JIF FIVE s

Goraral {melligencs xd line cparation headquartars whars information
cortxol is mxh xcxe difficult.
Pe:_Page 10, firyt full pars: The pervamel complemsnt of JI7 FIVE is 6

dictatsd by resd. The request for €3 sdditional hillsts was not honcred by this
headyartars {n the scxrub of axr ON progea precsding the sadit,

Mo: Third para: MWe oan find ro figures to substantiata the $830K 0¥ citad.
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revissed and re-rvviswd
through A\l fiscal cycles for FY's 89, 90, 91 and outyear programs.
JIY FIVE is nt octamal to the USPACON M) structurs. Tt is a
TSCINCPAC.  Statement that raticrale for establistwert of
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sub-unified oommard of
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mw mmmm; :
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mw mmmmmwmummm
o
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Wm by Esish
ittt
i
i mmmmmm;
¥ MWN”MWW §

detaction ard sonitoring agparstus.
e

is located, The USCC
to Quickly establish & DcD certzal OF

The USCS haxs & regiomsl office in Los
the USPACCH ACR. The UK Pecific Area

vhers
dnestd
sashington headquartsrs.
uﬁu-dimucttiulm#m
[ 43
the bullding

Coast Guard islard, Alxxecia vhare JIF FIVE
t sppact
vhich oaply vith the
and » o » panAl
in the repxt .
in replaced
i Pece 13, last para, Third sentarce

mlnﬂmmhwﬁtﬂmmm: CEA, UsCS

There i3 ro sirgle place
is

o with nuasercus

xnitoring

!

5
4 134

ot

i;

z
1143

The first &o sentances ars unmypcrtad by

hpbalvim'u;‘tunmimuadantutfamet

ta L's is locstad in the los Angeles...®

e;__Poce 14, first full sars:
direct data.
cparatiors not adaquately

"Most of the regiomal...

8

it takes

by intalligence. In this paragragh, it

the Teport takes {ssus that ve conductsd sandatad OV
sstablished the activity fooused on develcping and delivering that

1ssus that we

APPENDIX F
‘Page 5 of 13

45

Tt is @ USCDCPAC

sax2a2aUNCLASSIFIED* a2 5 2e

comard structine.
dirsctly to USCIRCPAC,




Final Repart
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tigre {s inccerect. Read 26 vice 29.

MUY ACCICTIINL s s nas

Sertarce §:
farterce §:  Disagree for reascrs as statad in the foregolng.
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§
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sairst 17
all narcotics smogling in its Jurisdicdion. Kor acapls, a cocainre trafficking
mmmmmmmmmmymwmm n
M,qui&M@mmrwﬂ,mM(ﬂMdm}u)
was cadzolled by JIY FIVE. The ranking of narcotics comcditiss Dy the Directer
of Cartxal Dealligence eppliss to broad neticral Of stxwteqy and firding
decisios. To aply these critaris to ongoing day to day O intalligernce ard
(terdiction effcrts by ary unit or st JIY FIVE, does not recognise tactical mbre
of thess cpsratios. Ox tacticxl task {5 to detect, moniter, sd trak to LA
{ntardiction, all 11icit narcotics destined for the Onitsd Ratse.

i Peoe 23, *Crciueion®: 1€ what is meart by the first sentence is ucuad 17
patrol gparstions, they have bean discontinud. Sos alxve Temarks Ie pg 18, Cuad
tioe, thagh, require specific intelligence. The sclution to the dirth of
collectad, sssembl , analyzed ard reportad intalligence is, howevar, ot to
disassesbla the unit dedicatad to doing so.
18
Be; Fuoe 23, “Recasrergiation®:

Fecamerdation 1: Agres. This has already been accomplished.

Pecartardation 2: Disagres. See remarks corcerning lsmedistely preceding
thres parsgraphs. Specific strategy to which this recowrdation refes is not
cited in the repxxt.

PART 1T - FDODG €, BWAIT KKTICGAL GARD

; : This pars statss that the Rnall Xatioal Quard ad 21
USPACK received & total of $1. 0 in Y &0

folloving parsgraghs, the figures for the sane ysar, same activity, total
arecats .

T The 12 years of Bxall arsdicstion oparwtiors sppoctad 21

» USCINCPAC/USARPAC « “Oparstion
plants ersdicated in ¢ months. Possible reascrs for wvarirtion are disassed in
suibseart parsgraghs.

Pe: Pace 27, parn ). Jast serdance: The Dod Authorization Act of 193 meither 21
mmmmamommy«wtypmm

M: Pecw 77, para 3t Disagres that 3 lack of coordirstion exists vith 22
tUw Gard. Jrom the cutaet, we codactad reqularly schaduled hi-santhly mestirgs
butween TSARPAC ard the Guard. Additiona) cocrdination of specific sctivitiss

Pe: Poow 20, Dech 2% The TECDEPAC O OPLAN LrSeed makes provision fer 22
USARPAC srd other theatar DoD slewnts to rovide equipment losns, truining ete.,
y 88 the Mharization Act pardates. This does Nk, par s, crstitita
aplicstion of sffxt, The hown and suipmert assets of USARPAC and thwe HBnall

48
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Final Report

neads. We sgres

Cuard are differert. The satisfaction of requests for sssistance, with USARPAC ard

Quard cocrdination, have takan advantage of both to meet

Presert activities & complemert not dplicats.

coxplataly vith last sentercs.

23

i

A
imtad a lsad rule

AC
in tha

ot
feccmnendation 3: This has Deen the case sincs defore the axtit and vill

contine to e so.

facomerdation 1t

forces urder USCDICPAL

ovar tha Guard, which is
T 11 - YDODG D, CONTIRDRCUTICS REQUIRDSINTS

by

27

APPENDIX F
Page 9 of 13
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APPENDIX F
Page 10 of 13

Bui Poow 34, 31 DATA FYE9 recuest ves $22.3, not $21.M. The
FY1990-34 Tequat Vs $1064, not $19

from arruel to YIP figures sdit repext.

Re: Pooe 35 pecord para: This paragragh s incorrect. The USPACH Opersticrs 28
Airectorats X unit, JI18 (later redesignatad as J33) had besn in sdstancs since
Octobar 1549, T Directorats ON eleswrt had bean in edstance since

;
%
g
:
:
;
i
¢
2
£
:
;
E

Lrvestioetion.

Video Telscnfararcing (SVIC) project. e did and do agres vith the IC position
that the SVIC project has o merit. W cancalled this project vith no egerdituore
of frds, With sgressent on this point, thers remins ro substancs to this isms.

50
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Final Repart
Page No.

APPRIIX At | , 31

1. The O rescrce program has been changed several times {n each fiscal
vith bxkget exsartion taking place while Congress, et. al, changed progras £
Basartion, buadget ts ans and KN suaission have often besn
gimiitanscus. As Kopendix A lacks the customary statamant regurding the "ss
dats far the progrem figures, or & sowcs of the data, it is difficult to »aks
precise oxrections

i

R

3. Projects 3309 and 419 vars mrged effective MY91. The figumes displaywd
for F's 91-9% are not adiitive.

3. Project 3301 vas never part of the JI¥ FIVE program. Purther, it ves
rejectad in our 1989 program revis.

4. Oxrecticrs to incarrect figures from &aft repcxt are on attached shaet.

We camnct locats the source of FY9S fiqures shown in Appendix A. are ot the

cnes sunittad by this M.

APPRDIX C: , 35
1. Ths CEUS tarminal for FICPAC was rwjectsd in axr 89 revies.
2. No SVIC has besn procmrsd with O funds or far OF in this thestar.

3. Thare is no 2T tarminal at KOSIF WESTPAC.

!

€. The OGT-H tarmiral at PACTLT {s not Telatad to the Of affart ar fuding
FROEER, It is & Qenarally Lsed imtal collecticn mensgemert devics. None vill be
for JT? FIVE. The OST-N progzam has besn cancellsd. Mo OST-N tarninal

is plamed o progrmmed for FICPAC.

S. In Apperddix B the FIST is caxrectly idertified (as it vas in P as the
are

y
cirmuit for the FIST ITI tarmiml. In ¢, YiST NO 71ST IT
Geecrited as taraimals vith incorrectly jed ciraud

6. CSP's are Comunications Support Processcrs. PACTLT and JAVCONS WESTPAC
have both had CSP's for quits scme time. We have paid no QN furds for the
camanication devices displayed.

ATPEUTX D ’ 37

APPENDIX F
51 Page 11 of 13
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2. GVIC: As previously stated, this pxoject was cancelled per axr revisw,
The systas vas not purchased o meintained for oxr O progrem.

3. os™M: All figures are inccxrect. Oaxrect project (F 3379) figures are:
Y90 ~ OQES140K; cutysar at $4K OR(, K ea.

4. 7IST, FIST II: Correct figures are FYWO $115K for tarmirml, $4OK for ckt.
$50K total for FYS1 and each cutyoar. We may be abls, as COm systams ars
comnectad at JIF FIVE, to eliminats astyear costs.

S. CSP: Ses camerts on Arpendix C.
ooeriix Bt Titla, Disagree. As stated in the farsgoing, mo simgle sarvice can
provide all requestsd mxpart to LS. Coardination betiesn USARPAC and tha Guacd
ains at covering all requests and doing so with the asset best suitad to the task.
m™his is not dplicstive but ocoplesentary.
Apperdix It

Al: Pigures ars inccerect. Ses revision to Appendix A.

A2: Disagres for reascrs set forth an pege 3.

Ad: Ditto.

Bl: Dispes. Costs of cusd cperstiors have potantial to ©cwed those of
randcm patrol. Pperience shows cusd cperations come to fruition st mxch greater
distances from home parts than the locstion of axr old radm patrol statiors {.e.,
Sasth of Baja varsus off Scuthern Galifarnia.

R: Mo ccmment.

B5: Disagree. mmmuqum&wmmwmwmm

Q, &2, O: Agres. All vers acccmplished from the atset of ax OV progrmm.

D: Agres in principle. Mowever, it is difficult to sttrihsts $0f of present

and futire savirgs to monies Never comittad, chligetad or egended uder s project
caancelled cvar 8 year ago.

APPENDIX F
Page 12 of 13 . 52
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*x%**QFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL, DOD,
ADDENDUM TO THE USPACOM REPONSE*#%%4#

The Appendix A referred to in USPACOM's March 30, 1991, comments
on the draft report was omitted from management's initial
response. On April 8, 1991, USPACOM provided updated funding

figures, and our Appendix A in the final report (page 31) has

been modified accordingly.

APPENDIX F
53 Page 13 of 13
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THE JOINT STAFF
WASINGTOR, DC

Reply 21IP Code: 3-3A 00330-91
20218-3000 ) 1 April 1991

KEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR, READINESS AND OPERATIONAL SUPPORT
DIRECTORATE, OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

Subject: Draft Audit Report on Support to Drug Interdiction
Efforts in the U, §. Pacific Command (Project
9RC-0052.02) (U)

1. (U) I have read vith great interest the subject draft
report evaluating the detection and monitoring support that
U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) provides the law enforcement
community. Several recommendations have the potential to
improve the performance of USPACOM’s counter-drug missioen.

2. (U) The Joint Staff disagrees with the recommended
disestablishment of JTF-S5. The structure and functiens of the
JTFs are vital to support DOD’s role in counter-drug
operations. USPACOM has a unique problea in providing this
support due to the large gecgraphic area of responsibility
(AOR). JTF-5 fulfills a critical role as the sub-unified
comzand within USPACOM solely dedicated to CN operations. It
performs the following functions:

- conducts operations to detect and monitor aircraft and
surface vessels suspected of smuggling drugs into U.S.

~ Integrates the anti-drug Command, Control,
Communications and Intelligence (C3I) netwvork for
federal, state, and local LEAs.

- Coordinates activities of other Yederal agencies
engaged in detection and monitoring.

- Serves as an intelligence fusion centsr and provides
drug-related intelligence to appropriate lav
enforcement agencies (LZAs).

- Pacilitates coordination among DOD and civil agencies
in order to maximize effective use of resources.

3. (U) The recommendation on page 23 which states that PACOM
operations should be reprogrammed to be commensurats wvith
strategy issued by the Director, Central Intelligence Agency,
should be deletad from the report. USCINCPAC has developed
operational plans to support the National Drug Control
Strategy within his AOR. While it is valid to evaluate
USPACOM countaer-drug operations within that context, it is not
appropriate to suggest that the operations of any unified
command should be rsprograxmed to correspond in size and
extent with the strategy of an outside agency.

Classified By:.’l-lv-’l( gccul’
Declassihed ON§ g AOA
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APPENDIX G

¢. (U) As part of its mission, JTF-S coordinates DOD support
to both state and federal LEAs, including the Drug Enforcerment
Administration (DEA), U.S. Customs Service (USCS), and the
U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). When JTF-5 vas established, it vas
located in Alameda in order to collocate it with the USCG
Pacific Area Headquarters, the principal maritime LEA in
USPACOM’s AOR. The USCG also provided the building and other
tacilities for JTF-5’s rapid establishment. The Joint Staff
{s unavars of any failure on USPACON’s or JTr-$’s part to
provide adequats support to the LFAs. A single coenand vith a
dedicated CN mission would seem to remain the most efficient
xethod of coordinating LEA support.

6. (U) 1 agree that the Commander, U.S. Army, Pacitic
(USARPAC) should coordinate his CN plan vith the Hawaii
Hat{onal Guard in order to eliminate duplication of efforts.
Each organization has strengths and requirements which should
be taken into account when planning cparations.

7. (U) I viev vith concern your findings that USPACOK may not
be following DOD funding quidelines. I trust that the issue
vill be clarified by USCINCPAC when he reasponds to your draft
report.

8. (U) I appreciate tha obvious time and effort that vent
into the making of your draft report. NKany of ths
recorrmendations will assist USPACON in better fulfilling their
counter-drug nission. If my CN staff can further assist you
in refining your rsport, please don’t hesitate to let me knov,

Je Re II%

Rear Mairal, USN
Deputy Director for Operations
(Current Operations)
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER

(V) .
Recommendation
Reference

a.l.

Description of Benefit

Program Results.
Disestablishment of
Joint Task Porce 5.

Program Results.
Establishment of liaison
offices within the law
enforcement community.

Program Results.
Direct support of the
EL Paso Intelligence
Center and the
proposed National Drug
Intelligence Center
agencies that

require it.

Program Results.
Reductions of operations.
$115,335,000, for

the FY 1991 through

FY 1995 time frame.

Program Results.
Reassess and coordinate
theater U.S. Pacific
narcotics threat with
the Director, Central
Intelligence,

funds cannot be
readily determined.

Program Results.
Resumption of operations

when justified by adequate

intelligence cueing.
missions.

57

BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT (U)

Amount and/or
Type of Benefit

Funds put to bettei
use of $15,773,000L/
(Operation and
Maintenance -
$14,873,000; Other
Procurement Navy-
$900,000).

Nonmonetary.
Allows DoD to pro-
vide the support
that is required.

Nonmonetary.
Facilitates the
immediate use of
time~-sensitive
information by law
enforcement

Funds put to better
use of

Nonmonetary. Allows
for the efficient
use of the DoD
counternarcotics
budget. This
reapplication of

Nonmonetary.
Precludes the
diversion of assets
from other

1/ Offsetting costs to relocate to the El Paso Intelligence
Center are addressed in our comprehensive draft report,
"DoD's Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts,” April 22, 1991.

APPENDIX H
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REXERIUNLLAODIT 1L -~

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL MONETARY AND OTHER

(U) ,
Recommendation
Reference

- C.1.

c.3.

APPENDIX H
PAGE 2 OF 2

Description of Benefit

Program Results
Acknowledgment of the
lead role status of the
Hawaii National Guard.

agencies and

provides one point

of contact.

Economy and Efficiency.
Coordination of Hawaii
National Guard and

U.S. Army Western Command
counternarcotics plans

to minimize duplication
of effort.

Economy and Efficiency.

Review and adjust fund-

ing for counternarcotics
support.

Program Results.,
Cancellation of the
planned procurement of
the Secure Video
Teleconferencing
connectivity.

58

BENEFITS RESULTING FROM AUDIT (U) (Continued)

Amount and/or
Type of Benefit

Nonmonetary.
Eliminates con-
fusion among the
law enforcement

Undeterminable.
Serves to maximize
support to law
enforcement agen-
cies and to prevent
unneeded obli-
gations of funds.

Undeterminable.
Provides additional

support.

Funds put to better
use of $4,000,000 -
Operation and
Maintenance.
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(U)
Office of the Secretary of Defense

ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (U)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control,
Communications and Intelligence), Washington, DC

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs),
Wwashington, DC

National Guard Bureau, Washington, DC
Hawaii National Guard, Honolulu, EI

DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support,
washington, DC
Regional Logistics Support Office, Bonolulu, HI

Joint Staff, Washington, DC

Department of the Army

Headquarters, Department of the Army, Washington, DC
United States Army Pacific, Fort Shafter, HI

Department of the Navy

Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, DC

Headquarters, United States Marine Corps, Washington, DC
Pacific Fleet, Pearl Barbor, HI :

Naval Ocean Systems Center, San Diego, CA

Department of the Air Force

Headquarters, Department of the Air Force, Washington, DC

Unified Commands

commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, Camp H.M. Smith, HI
Intelligence Center, Pacific, Camp H.M. Smith, EI
Joint Task Force 5, Alameda, CA

Defense Agencies

Defense Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC
National Security Agency, Fort George G. Meade, MD

Non-DoD

Central Intelligence, Counternarcotics Center,
Washington, DC
Department of Justice
Beadquarters, Drug Enforcement Administration, Washington, DC
Field Offices: San Francisco, CA; Los Angeles, CA;
San Diego, CA; Honolulu, BEI

APPENDIX 1
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ACTIVITIES VISITED OR CONTACTED (U) (Continued)

(0)
Non-DoD

Headquarters, Immigration and Naturalization Service,
wWwashington, DC
Western Regional Office, Los Angeles, CA
United States Border Patrol, Laguna Niguel, CA
Department of Transportation
Headquarters, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington, DC
Pacific Area Headquarters, Alameda, CA
11th Coast Guard District, Long Beach, CA
Tactical Law Enforcement
14th Coast Guard District, Honolulu, HI
Department of Treasury ' _
Headquarters, U.S. Customs Service, Washington, DC
Western Regional Intelligence Division, Long Beach, CA
Field Offices: San Francisco, CA; Honolulu, HI;
Corronado, CA; Command, Control,
Communications and Intelligence Center-West,
Riverside, CA

APPENDIX I
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FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U)

(U)
Office of the Secretary of Defense

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communications
and Intelligence)

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel)

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs)

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs)

DoD Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy and Support

Comptroller of the Department of Defense

Joint Staff

Director, Joint Staff

Department of the Army .

Secretary of the Army
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management)
Army Audit Agency

Department of the Navy

Secretary of the Navy

Commandant of the Marine Corps

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management)
Comptroller of the Navy

Naval Audit Service

Inspector General of the Marine Corps

Department of the Air Force

Secretary of the Air Force

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Hanagement and
Comptroller)
Air Force Audit Agency

Unified Commands

Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command
United States Army, Pacific

Defense Agencies

Director, Defense Intelligence
Director, National Security Agency

APPENDIX J
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FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) (Continued)

(0)
National Guard Bureau

Director, National Guard Bureau

Non-DoD Activities

Department of Justice
Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration
El Paso Intelligence Center
Commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization Service
Office of the Inspector General
pepartment of State
Assistant Secretary of State, International Narcotics Matters
Assistant Secretary of State, Bureau of Intelligence and
Research
office of Inspector General
Department of Transportation
Commandant, United States Coast Guard.
Office of Inspector General
pepartment of Treasury
Director, Operation Alliance
Commissioner, United States Customs Service
Office of Inspector General
Central Intelligence Agency
Chief of Staff, Counternarcotics Center
office of National Drug Control Policy
U.S. General Accounting Office,
NSIAD Technical Information Center
Office of Management and Budget

Congressional Committees:

Senate Committee on Appropriations

Senate Select Committee on Intelligence

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
Senate Committee on Armed Services

Senate Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, Committee on
Armed Services

Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness, Committee on Armed
Services

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
House Committee on Appropriations

House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
House Committee on Armed Services

House Subcommittee on Military Personnel and Compensation,
Committee on Armed Services

House Subcommittee on Readiness, Committee on Armed Services

APPENDIX J
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FINAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION (U) (Continued)

(U)
Congressional Committees (Continued)

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence

House Subcommittee on Oversight and Evaluation, House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence

House Committee on Government Operations

House Subcommittee on Legislation and National Security,
Committee on Government Operations
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INTERNET DOCUMENT INFORMATION FORM

A . Report Title: Support to Drug Interdiction Efforts in the U.S. Pacific
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